A clearly desirable feature of Eysenck's psychobiological theory of neurosis (Eysenck, 1955; Eysenck & Rachman, 1965 ) is its testability (Buss, 1966) . There are two aspects of the theory: First, there is the causal relationship between extraversion (usually assessed by questionnaire) and type of nonpsychotic disorder (i.e., dysthymic versus hysterical and psychopathic disorders). A minimal requirement of this aspect of the theory is an empirical correlation between extraversion and type of disorder. Second, the theory assumes that extraversion develops from an inherited tendency for extraverts to generate reactive inhibition faster and in greater amounts than introverts. Experimental tests of this aspect of the theory have traditionally been carried out in terms of differential performance of questionnaire-defined extraverts and introverts on tasks that generate reactive inhibition. The study reported here was designed to provide data relevant to this second aspect of the theory.
Eysenck (Eysenck & Rachman, 1965) described two kinds of cortical inhibition: (a) Temporal inhibition is conceptually similar to Hull's "reactive inhibition," Kohler's perceptual "satiation," and Pavlov's "internal inhibition" and is presumably manifested by lowered vigilance and increased susceptibility to boredom during massed trials. Temporal inhibition is therefore an "accumulation of performance decstudy was supported, in part, by Grant GU-1958 from the National Science Foundation.
2 Requests for reprints should be sent to David B. Cohen, Department of Psychology, University of Texas, Austin, Texas 78712. rement as a result of the performance itself [Eysenck & Rachman, 1965, p. 34] ." (b) Spatial inhibition is manifested in terms of distractibility by task-irrelevant input. It is not due to performance but rather to events outside the organism during performance.
While Eysenck described these two kinds of inhibition, he did not clearly define the relationship between them. Presumably they are variants of a similar process and therefore should lead to correlated performance on tests purported to define them operationally. This assumption is supported by an earlier article by Eysenck (1955) in which he averred that while it remains possible, of course, that in each separate case we must have recourse to a different type of inhibition, this does not seem a likely contingency, and the hypothesis certainly appears worth testing that it is the same type of cortical inhibition which causes all these phenomena . . . [p. 1051. However, it is not at all clear from Eysenck's later writings that such a hypothesis is maintained. For example, the hypothesis suggests that extraverts should be more distractable (spatial interference), yet it is introverts who are described as more distractable (Eysenck, 1967, p. 242) . The absence of clear exposition with regard to the theoretical relationship between temporal and spatial inhibition and relevant predictions for extraverts and introverts suggests the desirability of testing the relationship between extraversion and performance on tests of spatial inhibition as well as on tests of temporal inhibition.
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The present report provides data on the relation between questionnaire extraversion scores and performance on two types of tasks: (a) two tests (Necker cube reversal and spiral aftereffect) designed to measure the kind of inhibition (temporal) usually associated with extraversion in Eysenck's approach and (6) three tests (the Stroop Color Word test, Gibson spiral maze, and modified Digit Symbol) designed to measure susceptibility to distraction from task-irrelevant interfering stimuli, that is, tasks of spatial inhibition.
METHOD Subjects
A sample of 41 male and 63 female undergraduates registered for introductory psychology at the University of Texas were preselected from a large group (N = 337) on the basis of habitual dream recall frequency. These subjects took part in additional testing for a separate study of dream recall and personality. For both the male and female sample used in this study, there was roughly the same number of frequent and infrequent dream recallers. The sample used is thus not random. However, since the correlations between extraversion and dream recall frequency, and neuroticism and dream recall frequency, for the large group were nonsignificant (the largest being .15), the preselection factor is not considered a meaningful source of bias for the results to be reported below.
Procedure
Each subject was individually administered in random order a series of tasks, five of which are relevant to the present investigation. The three spatial inhibition tasks were: (a) Stroop Color Word Test, (6) Digit Symbol subtest of the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, and (c) the Gibson spiral maze. On Trial 1, for Stroop Color Word Test, the subject was presented a poster and was asked to call out as fast as possible the name of the colors of striped rectangular stimuli. There were 40 such stimulus configurations arranged in 10 rows of 4 stimuli each. The randomly ordered colors of the stimuli were red, black, yellow, green, and brown. On Trial 2, the subject was presented a new poster containing a random sequence of the words red, black, yellow, green, and brown and was asked to name the colors the words were printed in and to ignore the word. That is, the subject was forced to respond to the color rather than the task-irrelevant meaning of the word. The stimuli of Trial 2 were of roughly equal size to the rectangular stimuli of Trial 1 and arranged in a similar array. Spatial interference (distraction) was defined as the difference in time between Trials 2 and 1. For the Digit Symbol performance, under two conditions, the subject was given the standard instructions and was allowed to work for one minute. During the following minute, the experimenter attempted to distract the subject and disrupt performance by reading aloud a dramatic story about a girl's passionate hatred of homesteaders and her conflicts with husband and community. The effect of the distraction was defined in terms of the difference between the first and second minute of performance. A copy of the Gibson spiral maze was taken from Eysenck (1967, p. 161) . The maze is a spiral runway .25 inch wide containing a haphazard distribution of circular "obstacles" of about .13 inch in diameter. The subject was told to use a ballpoint pen to draw as fast as possible a continuous and unbroken line from the center to the outside without touching the obstacles or the walls. Both time and errors were recorded.
The two internal inhibition tasks used were: (a) the Archimedes spiral and the Necker cube. For the Archimedes spiral task, a white spiral on a black background of approximately six inches diameter was mounted on an electrical motor which permitted clockwise and counterclockwise rotation. The subject was positioned about 18 inches in front of the spiral and was told to focus on the center. The subject was told that after the spiral was rotated and stopped, there might be an experience of apparent contraction or expansion. A 10-second rotation was initiated as a demonstration. The subject was instructed to tap the table as soon as the aftereffect ceased. The spiral was rotated twice, once clockwise, once counterclockwise for a minute each trial, with order of rotations counterbalanced across subjects. Theoretically, introverts should report spiral aftereffects of longer duration (Eysenck, 1967; Eysenck & Rachman, 1965, p. 43) . For the Necker cube, the stimulus was a stick figure of a cube with three-inch edges drawn in black ink on white paper. The subject was told that the figure is a common optical illusion which can be seen in two different orientations, both of which were pointed out. During a one-minute trial, the subject indicated, by tapping the table, each time the cube's orientation appeared to reverse. According to Eysenck (1967, p. 108) introverts should have a higher frequency of reversals. This prediction is inconsistent with the results of a study by Costello (1957) reported in Eysenck and Rachman (1965) . It also appears inconsistent with Eysenck's (1967, pp. 75, 78, 83) own theorizing on the perceptual satiation of extraverts. Eysenck stated that if a theory of satiation or inhibition be acceptable as accounting for reversal of perspective, then one would predict not only that the rate of reversal would increase in time as it is known to do, but also that this increase in rate of reversal should be more marked in hysterics than among dysthymics [1955, pp. 104-1051. That is, the increase in rate of reversal should be more marked in extraverts than among introverts. Therefore, it is predicted that extraverts would more readily satiate to the perceived direction of the cube with the effect of increasing the number of reversals of the cube. In any case there should at least be a significant difference in the perceptual performance of extraverts and introverts.
As indicated in the introduction, ambiguity in the exposition of theory makes it difficult to predict differences in performance. While at one point Eysenck described introverts as more distractable (Eysenck, 1967, p. 242) , at another he suggested that both temporal and spatial inhibition are variants of a similar process (Eysenck, 19SS) which would suggest that extraverts should be more distractable. In addition, he referred to data suggesting that on the average, extraverts should perform more poorly on the Gibson spiral maze, that is, should have more errors (Eysenck, 1967, p. 162 ). This prediction is clearly consistent with the hypothesis that extraverts are subject to spatial as well as temporal inhibition. On the basis of these observations, it might be predicted that extraverts would perform more poorly on other tests of distractability, that is, the Stroop and modified Digit Symbol test described above.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Correlations between extraversion, impulsivity, and sociability scores derived from appropriate extraversion items (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1963) , various behavioral tasks purportedly dependent on the same underlying cortical process. These data do not support the hypothesis that extraversion and performance on inhibition-generating behavioral tasks are correlated because of a common biological predisposing source of excitation-inhibition.
On the basis of data obtained from clinically defined neurotics (dysthymics and hysterics), Claridge (1967, pp. S9-60) reported results supportive of Eysenck's theory and contradictory to those presented here. It would be reasonable (Eysenck, 1967, p. 180) now to look at the data produced by subjects high on Neuroticism. All subjects whose Neuroticism scores were at least l.S standard deviations above the mean (n = 19) were selected from the sample. Of seven correlations, only one (-.50 between spiral maze and extraversion) was significant beyond the .05 level, a finding contrary to the theory for extraversion and at variance with the findings of Claridge reported above.
4 Eysenck (1967, pp. 181-183) recommended the use of "zone analysis" when predicting performance from his personality traits. Accordingly, we compared mean performance levels on each of the variables for Neuroticism'+Extra-version+ subjects (n -13) with scores for Neuroticism+Extraversion-(n = 15), Neuroticism-Extraversion + («=17), and Neuroticism-Extraversion-(» = 8) subjects. Here a plus signifies that the subjects scored .5 standard deviation above the mean, while a minus indicates .5 standard deviation below the mean. For each variable all possible t tests among these four groups were computed. None were significant at the .05 level for two-tailed tests.
What are the implications of the findings reported here? If Claridge's results from clinically defined neurotics are accepted, then data presented here suggest that questionnaire-defined extraversion is not the crucial dimension from which predictions about performance can be made. The failure of the analysis with the high-neuroticism subjects perhaps suggests that questionnaire measures of neuroticism are not adequate tests of a predisposition to clinically defined neurosis, at least with respect to performance variables. One must then ask what is the neuroticism dimension measuring? It is 4 It should be noted that the correlation between extraversion and neuroticism was -.44 for the males and -.38 for the females. This relation is even more pronounced for those subjects high on neuroticism. These results are clearly contrary to the theoretical requirement that extraversion and neuroticism be orthogonal dimensions of personality. known to correlate highly with anxiety which is a central feature of neurosis. It would seem reasonable to expect that if clinically defined neurotics demonstrate the expected relationship between extraversion and performance scores (Claridge, 1967) , such relationships should be obtained from subjects high on Neuroticism. Such was not the case here. Finally, assuming that the Maudsley Personality Inventory is indeed a valid indicant of extraversion, then data presented here seriously question the theoretical link between questionnaire and performance measures. However, this is not to be taken as a criticism of that aspect of the theory that holds that such questionnaire measures are indicants of a predisposition toward different kinds of psychopathology, that is, dysthymic versus hysterical disorders. The evidence for an association between extraversion and type of disorder as well as for the genetic basis of questionnaire-measured extraversion (Eysenck, 1967) suggests that the distinction between extraversion and introversion is an empirically and theoretically meaningful one. What is questioned here is the hypothesis that questionnaire measures of extraversion, and by implication different types of nonpsychotic disorders, are based on differences in cortical inhibition.
